In the United States, the relationship between students with disabilities and institutions of higher education is regulated by Section 504 of the 1973 Rehabilitation Act and by Title II of the 1990 Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). These laws prohibit discrimination against students on the basis of their disabilities in terms of their access to educational programs and facilities, and they prescribe the kinds of adjustments or accommodations that should be introduced to enable students with disabilities to achieve the same access as students without disabilities. Unlike the laws that apply to children with disabilities, such laws serve to define the civil rights of students with disabilities rather than their educational entitlements: The laws are aimed at ensuring equality of educational opportunity, not equality of educational achievement (Gordon & Keiser, 1998) .
Similar legislation either has been or is being introduced in other Western countries. In the United Kingdom, the 1995 Disability Discrimination Act (DDA) prohibited discrimination against people with disabilities in terms of employment or the provision of goods and services. Institutions of higher education were required to publish formal accounts of their provision for students with disabilities, but educational services were otherwise exempted. However, the 2001 Special Educational Needs and Disability Act (SENDA) extended the DDA to cover further and higher education. Most provisions of the DDA were applicable beginning in September 2002, although the duty to provide auxiliary aids and services only came into effect in September 2003, and the duty to make adjustments to the physical environment will not come into force until September 2005.
In both cases, the legislation defines the response to be made by an institution of higher education once a student has disclosed a disability. However, the onus is on the student so show that he or she has a disability, that he or she requires specific adjustments, and (in order to invoke the legislation) that discrimination has occurred. In the United States, certainly, neither Section 504 nor the ADA requires institutions to identify disabilities in their students (McGuire, 1998) . It is assumed that educational institutions cannot be expected to make adjustments for students who have not disclosed any disabilities; instead, students who have disabilities must expect to provide formal documentation of the nature and the extent of those disabilities (Gordon & Keiser, 1998) .
In the United Kingdom, students have to show that they are disabled if they seek financial support from local educational authorities in the form of Disabled Students' Allowances (DSAs). These allowances were originally means-tested and only payable to full-time students. However, they are now payable in full to students taking courses lasting for at least a year that amount to at least 50% of full-time study. Even so, students may identify themselves to their institutions as being disabled without claiming DSAs. Indeed, for administrative purposes, institutions often accept selfidentification as the basis for classifying students as being disabled, although a more formal assessment may be required if the institution is expected to implement specific accommodations.
Conversely, students in the United Kingdom may receive DSAs without disclosing their disabilities to their institutions. It tends to be assumed that lack of knowledge about a disability would provide a reasonable defense against the claim that an institution treated a student unfavorably (e.g., Doyle & Robson, 2002, p. 2) . Nevertheless, in 2000 a company was held to be liable under the DDA for treating an employee unfavorably without checking whether the employee's poor performance was a result of a disability (Incomes Data Services, 2000, p. 14) . This implies that institutions of higher education must take reasonable steps to establish whether or not students are disabled (Knox, 2002) . Indeed, the SENDA imposes an obligation upon institutions to make adjustments to their programs and facilities in anticipation of admitting students with disabilities rather than trying to accommodate the disabilities of particular students once they have arrived.
Nevertheless, in both the United States and the United Kingdom, it seems to be assumed that the introduction of formal legislation will be sufficient to ensure a climate in which students will feel confident in disclosing their disabilities without fear that they will be discriminated against or otherwise disadvantaged in their studies. In this article, we question this assumption by attempting to estimate the numbers of students in both countries who have a hearing loss but who have not disclosed their hearing loss to their institutions. We then use the responses given in anonymous surveys by students with an undisclosed hearing loss to compare them with students with a disclosed hearing loss in terms of their demographic characteristics, their approaches to studying, their perceptions of their courses, and their engagement with higher education.
Students with Undisclosed Hearing Loss in the United States
The National Postsecondary Student Aid Study (NPSAS) is a survey that is conducted every few years in the United States to find out how students and their families pay for their postsecondary education. Lewis and Farris (1994, p. 34) reported unpublished results from the 1989-90 NPSAS in which nearly 70,000 students who were enrolled in all kinds and at all levels of postsecondary education had been asked (among other things) whether they had any of a number of disabilities, including a ''hearing impairment.'' On the basis of the students' replies, Lewis and Farris estimated that 258, 197 students with a hearing loss had been enrolled at postsecondary institutions in 1989-90. This figure represented 1.79% of the national population of about 14.4 million students. Lewis and Farris commented that roughly the same figure had been obtained from the 1986-87 NPSAS, in which the respondents had been asked separately about ''deafness'' and being ''hard of hearing.'' Lewis and Farris themselves surveyed 1,000 postsecondary institutions to find out how many students had enrolled in each year from 1989-90 to 1992-93 and had identified themselves as being deaf or hard of hearing. Their responses suggested that the total number of students who had identified themselves to postsecondary institutions in the United States as being deaf or hard of hearing had varied from 17,030 in 1989-90 to 20,040 in 1992-93 . This survey did not include two institutions offering programs specifically intended for deaf students-Gallaudet University and the National Technical Institute for the Deaf. Lewis and Farris noted that there were 3,079 students in these programs in 1990. Even when the latter students were taken into account, the results implied that only 8% of the students who responded to the NPSAS that they had a hearing impairment had identified themselves as being deaf or hard of hearing to their institutions.
These surveys were of course carried out before the full implementation of the ADA, and one might expect the subsequent picture to be rather different. Horn and Berktold (1999, p. 8) presented data from the 1995-96 NPSAS with regard to undergraduate students at postsecondary institutions. They found that 5.5% of all undergraduate students had reported a disability of any kind and that 16.3% of these students had reported that they had a hearing impairment: In other words, 0.90% of all undergraduate students reported that they had a hearing impairment. Similar estimates were obtained in surveys of full-time, first-year students carried out between 1985 and 1996 (Henderson, 1992, p. 3; 1999, p. 3) . Lewis and Farris (1999) surveyed 1,000 postsecondary institutions to find out how many students had enrolled in 1996-97 and had identified themselves as having different disabilities. Across the United States as a whole, they estimated that 23,860 students had identified themselves as being deaf or hard of hearing, representing only 0.16% of the national population of 14.6 million students enrolled at all levels of postsecondary education.
The enactment of the ADA appears to have had little effect on the number of students in postsecondary education who have identified themselves to their institutions as having a hearing loss: The estimates show only a modest increase from 0.12% of the national student population in 1989-90 to 0.16% of the national student population in 1996-97. These figures are far below the proportion of students who report that they have a hearing loss if directly surveyed: 0.90% in the case of undergraduate students and 1.79% in the case of postsecondary programs of all kinds. Clearly, only a fraction of these students have disclosed their hearing loss to their institutions.
Students with Undisclosed Hearing Loss in the United Kingdom
Comparable results are not available with regard to students in other countries. Nevertheless, we have conducted two surveys of students with and without a hearing loss who were taking courses by distance learning with the Open University in the United Kingdom. Both were intended to be anonymous, and both yielded a number of respondents who reported a hearing loss that they had not disclosed to the University. It was not clear whether they ought to be classified with students who had previously declared a hearing loss, and hence they were omitted from any data analyses. Our original reports simply compared the responses given by students with a previously declared hearing loss and those given by students who confirmed that they had no disability (Richardson, Long, & Foster, 2004; Richardson & Woodley, 1999 , 2001b . In the remainder of this article, we focus on the responses given by students who reported a previously undisclosed hearing loss.
The Open University was founded in 1969 to offer degree courses by distance education throughout the United Kingdom. Traditionally, it delivered nearly all of its courses by means of specially prepared correspondence materials, combined with programs that were broadcast using television and radio, video and audio recordings, tutorial support at a local or regional level, and (in certain cases) week-long residential schools. Nevertheless, in recent years the University has made an increasing use of information technology in the form of e-mail, computer-mediated conferencing, and the provision of materials by means of CD-ROMs and dedicated Web sites. It has an ''open'' admissions policy in that it accepts applicants over the normal minimum age of 18 into its undergraduate program without imposing any formal entrance requirements.
From its inception, the Open University has been committed to promoting opportunities for students with disabilities. In particular, its resources for students with a hearing loss include special induction courses on study skills, captioned videos, transcripts of broadcast programs, the provision of interpreters, lipspeakers (oral interpreters), note-takers, and the loan of radio aids (FM systems) and other forms of technical equipment. It has even undertaken experiments on assessing students with a hearing loss through the medium of British Sign Language. In other words, for many years (and certainly during the period in which our surveys were carried out) the University was providing the kinds of support for students with a hearing loss that are now prescribed by SENDA. Our surveys therefore provide information about those students who do not disclose a hearing loss even in the positive climate envisaged by the ADA in the United States or the DDA in the United Kingdom.
Our first survey (reported by Richardson & Woodley, 1999) was sent to 497 students who were taking undergraduate courses with the Open University in 1996, who were living in the United Kingdom, and who had identified themselves to the University as having a hearing loss that might necessitate additional support in their academic studies. A comparison group was identified from the students who were taking undergraduate courses with the Open University in 1996, who were living in the United Kingdom, but who had not identified themselves to the University as having any form of disability. For each student recorded as having a hearing loss, a comparison student was sought who was of the same gender, who was of the same age to within 5 years, and who was taking the same course or at least one of the same courses. By the time the survey was to be carried out, 431 comparison students had been identified.
A total of 391 students recorded as having a hearing loss returned their questionnaires duly completed, which represents a response rate of 80.3%. Eight of these respondents denied that they had a hearing loss (though all reported some other form of communicative disability), and so they were dropped, leaving a final sample of 383 students who confirmed that they had a hearing loss. A total of 267 students with no previously reported disability also returned their questionnaires, which represents a response rate of 61.9%. Within this comparison group, 77 respondents identified themselves as having some form of disability, of whom 54 reported that they currently had a hearing loss and two reported that they had had a hearing loss that had been corrected medically. This left 190 students who confirmed that they had no disabilities.
The second survey (Richardson et al., 2004; Richardson & Woodley, 2001b ) was sent to 359 students with a hearing loss who had been taking courses with the Open University in 1998. A comparison group of 352 students was identified in the same way, except that they were also matched on their level of educational qualifications when joining the University. A total of 269 students with a hearing loss returned their questionnaires, representing a response rate of 76.4%. Two of these students denied that they had a hearing loss, leaving a final sample of 267 students who confirmed that they had a hearing loss. A total of 242 students with no previously reported disability also returned their questionnaires, representing a response rate of 68.8%. In this group, 64 respondents identified themselves as having some form of disability, of whom 56 reported that they currently had a hearing loss and one reported that she had had a hearing loss that had been corrected medically. This left 178 students who confirmed that they had no disabilities.
It is impossible to quantify the degree of overlap between the students who participated in the two surveys because their responses were anonymous. Since the surveys were carried out just 2 years apart, it is likely that many students recorded as having a hearing loss responded to both surveys. However, the comparison groups were sampled independently from a population of more than 100,000 students who had not disclosed any disability to the University. These were quota samples rather than random samples, but given the generality of the sampling criteria there is unlikely to have been much overlap between the students with no previously reported disability who responded to the two surveys. Accordingly, we will assume that they represent distinct groups of students, in which case we can simply combine the two samples.
Across the two surveys, questionnaires were returned by 509 students with no previously reported disability, of whom 141 identified themselves as having or having had a disability and 110 identified themselves as currently having a hearing loss, leaving 368 students who confirmed that they had no disability. Thus, the prevalence of undisclosed hearing loss in these samples was 21.6%. However, these samples are not representative of all Open University students, as they were matched with samples of students with a hearing loss, a condition whose prevalence increases with age. Table 1 shows the prevalence of undisclosed hearing loss when these 509 students are assigned to six different age bands. It also shows that, if the figures are extrapolated to the population of Open University students who had no reported disability, the estimated total number of students with an undisclosed hearing loss is 9,018, or 8.74% of all students with no reported disability. This is far greater than the number of students who had disclosed that they had a hearing loss, which was only 669 (Richardson, 2001a) . This, in turn, suggests that only 6.91% of all the students with a hearing loss had disclosed that hearing loss to the University.
These samples will also not be representative of students at other institutions of higher education, because the Open University attracts larger numbers of older students, and its open admissions policy means that they may be different in other characteristics, too. Nevertheless, Table 2 shows the prevalence of undisclosed hearing loss when the students were assigned to five different age bands used by the national Higher Education Statistics Agency. It also shows that, if these figures are extrapolated to the population of all students at institutions of higher education who were living in the United Kingdom and had no reported disability, the estimated total number of students with an undisclosed hearing loss is 42,648, or 3.56% of all students with no reported disability. This is far greater than the number of students in the United Kingdom who had disclosed that they had a hearing loss, which was only 3,296 (Richardson, 2001b) . This, in turn, suggests that only 7.17% of all the students with a hearing loss had disclosed that hearing loss to their institutions, which is close to the figure of 8% obtained by Lewis and Farris (1994) for students in the United States. Table 3 summarizes a number of personal characteristics of the students in our surveys who had no reported disability, a disclosed hearing loss, or an undisclosed hearing loss. In the first survey, in which the students had been matched for gender, age and course of study, the three groups did not differ in terms of gender, X 2 (2) 5 1.25, p . .50, but they did differ in terms of age, F(2, 619) 5 16.53, p , .001 (missing data on 5 cases), largely because the students with an undisclosed hearing loss tended to be older than the other two groups. The students were asked to describe their educational qualifications on joining the Open University in comparison with the higher secondary school-leaving qualification in the United Kingdom, the Advanced Level (A-level) of the General Certificate of Education. The groups were significantly different, X 2 (4) 5 10.07, p , .05, in that the students with no reported disability tended to have higher qualifications on entry than the students with a hearing loss, regardless of whether they had disclosed it to the University. When these surveys were carried out, most Open University courses were worth 30 or 60 credit points; taking 120 credit points amounted to full-time study, and achieving 360 credit points led to the award of a degree. The three groups of students differed significantly from one another, in that the students with no reported disability had achieved more credit points than those with a hearing loss, F(2, 596) 5 10.35, p , .001 (missing data on 28 cases). Although this means that the students with no reported disability were closer to gaining a degree, it does not necessarily mean that they were performing better academically. It could mean that the students with a hearing loss had been awarded fewer credits in recognition of prior study or that they had been taking fewer courses in each year. However, the three groups did not differ significantly in their current workload, determined by the credit value of the courses that they had actually taken during 1996, X 2 (6) 5 3.10, p . .70. Moreover, they did not differ significantly in the distribution of their courses across the different faculties of the University (Arts; Mathematics, Science, and Technology; Social Science; or other), X 2 (6) 5 2.62, p . .80, or in the academic level of their courses (Foundation, Intermediate, or Honors), X 2 (4) 5 0.67, p . .90.
Demographic Characteristics of Students With an Undisclosed Hearing Loss
In the second survey, where the students had been matched for gender, age, course of study, and previous qualifications, the three groups differed in their gender distributions, X 2 (2) 5 14.08, p , .001, in that the men were more likely to have an undisclosed hearing loss than the women. They also differed in their age distributions, F(2, 494) 5 14.57, p , .001 (missing data on 4 cases), in that the students with an undisclosed hearing loss tended to be older than the other two groups. The groups were not significantly different in their previous qualifications, X 2 (4) 5 4.77, p . .30, the The students were asked to describe their unaided hearing in each ear on a 6-point scale that was taken from Paul and Quigley (1990, p. 41) : ''unimpaired,'' ''slightly impaired,'' ''mildly impaired,'' ''moderately impaired,'' ''severely impaired'' or ''profoundly impaired.'' The results for the students with a disclosed hearing loss and an undisclosed hearing loss are shown in Table 4 . (Two students in each group failed to provide complete data in response to this item.) The modal response of the students with a disclosed hearing loss was a moderate impairment that affected both ears, but 160 (or 24.6%) reported that they were severely or profoundly impaired in both ears and could thus be characterized as ''deaf.'' Of these students, 40 knew some sign language, and 24 used it in communication.
In contrast, the modal response of the students with an undisclosed hearing loss was a slight impairment that affected both ears, and only two (or 1.8%) of these students (one in each survey) reported that they were severely or profoundly impaired in both ears. Although the responses to the surveys were anonymous, the demographic information that the latter students provided identified them as different individuals. They will be briefly presented as case studies later in this article. All of the students who had an undisclosed hearing loss relied upon speech for communication, and none of them made any use of a sign language.
Approaches to Studying
The students in our first survey were asked to complete a version of the Approaches to Studying Inventory (ASI) developed by Richardson (1990) . This contains 32 items in eight subscales, and the latter are briefly defined in Table 5 . For this survey, the items had been adapted for use with students with a hearing loss taking courses by distance learning. The respondents indicated the extent of their agreement with each item on a scale from 4 (''definitely agree'') to 0 (''definitely disagree''); the midpoint (2) was ''only to be used if the statement doesn't apply to you or if you really find it impossible to give a definite answer.'' Their responses to the individual items were summed to yield scores on each subscale. Any missing responses were coded as ''3'' unless the respondent had missed more than 4 items. One student with a disclosed hearing loss failed to provide usable data, and Table 6 shows the mean scores obtained by the remaining 626 students. A multivariate analysis of variance showed that the groups were significantly different from one another, F(16, 1232) 5 2.25, p , .005. Univariate analyses of variance showed that their scores were significantly different on Deep Approach, F(2, 623) 5 3.32, p , .05, Surface Approach, F(2, 623) 5 5.56, p , .005, Improvidence, F(2, 623) 5 5.16, p , .01, and Fear of Failure, F(2, 623) 5 9.74, p , .001, but not on the four remaining scales, F , 1 in each case. Pairwise tests showed that on each of the four scales the students with a disclosed hearing loss obtained higher scores than the students with no reported disability, but the students with an undisclosed hearing loss were not significantly different from either of the other two groups.
To control for the effects of background variables, a further multivariate analysis of variance was carried out that included the independent variable of faculty (i.e., subject area of study) and the covariates of age, gender, and level of previous education. The three groups were still significantly different from one another in their scores on the ASI, F(16, 1196) 5 1.90, p , .02. Univariate analyses of variance showed that their scores were now significantly different only on Surface Approach, F(2, 605) 5 3.61, p , .05, and Fear of Failure, F(2, 605) 5 8.33, p , .001. This shows that the differences among the groups on these two scales were not due to the effects of confounded background variables. Pairwise tests showed that, in both cases, the students with a disclosed hearing loss obtained significantly higher scores than the students with no reported disability, but that the students with an undisclosed hearing loss were not significantly different from either of the other two groups. Nevertheless, the differences among the groups in terms of their scores on Deep Approach and Improvidence were apparently due to the effects of confounded background variables rather than to the effects of a hearing loss per se.
One student in this survey who had an undisclosed hearing loss reported that he was severely impaired in both ears, and he could therefore be characterized as ''deaf.'' His scores on the ASI subscales were as follows: Deep Approach, 10; Inter-relating Ideas, 8; Use of Evidence and Logic, 14; Comprehension Learning, 8; Surface Approach, 14; Syllabus-boundness, 10; Improvidence, 4; and Fear of Failure, 6. His total scores were 40 on Meaning Orientation and 34 on Reproducing Orientation. Apart from his relatively low score on Inter-relating Ideas, there is nothing that is obviously unusual about this pattern of scores, and so an undisclosed deafness need not yield any major alterations in a student's approaches to studying.
Perceptions of Academic Quality
The students in our second survey were asked to complete the Course Experience Questionnaire (CEQ ), which was devised by Ramsden (1991) to obtain students' perceptions of the academic quality of their degree programs. The original instrument consisted of 30 items in five scales reflecting different aspects of effective instruction: Good Teaching; Clear Goals and Standards; Appropriate Workload; Appropriate Assessment; and Emphasis on Independence.
Respondents indicated the extent of their agreement with each item along a scale from 5 (''definitely agree'') to 1 (''definitely disagree''), and their responses were then averaged to yield scores on each scale. (In principle, a student's workload could be ''inappropriate'' in various ways, but the items that constitute the Appropriate Workload scale are concerned with whether or not it is excessive.) Ainley and Long (1994) devised a shortened version of the CEQ in which the Emphasis on Independence scale was replaced by a Generic Skills scale to ''investigate the extent to which higher education contributes to the enhancement of skills relevant to employment'' (p. xii). The resulting instrument, which contains just 23 items, has been administered annually since 1993 to graduates of Australian universities, and the results are published as indicators of the quality of different programs. For research purposes, Wilson, Lizzio, and Ramsden (1997) proposed that the original version of the CEQ should be augmented with the Generic Skills scale, yielding a 36-item questionnaire.
Students taking courses by distance learning (''external'' students) have been included in all of the surveys of Australian graduates. However, some items in the CEQ are not appropriate for students in distance education. In particular, because the curriculum is delivered through the course materials rather than faceto-face instruction, ''teachers'' have two rather different roles: as the authors of course materials and as course tutors. Accordingly, we adapted the 36-item CEQ for use with students in distance education, and the amended version was included in the survey mentioned above of students with and without a hearing loss enrolled in courses with the Open University. A factor analysis of their responses led to the scale structure shown in Table 7 , and their scores on these scales were found to load on a single second-order factor that could be interpreted as a measure of perceived academic quality (see Richardson & Woodley, 2001b) .
Once again, the midpoint of the response scale (in this case, 3) was ''only to be used if the statement doesn't apply to you or if you really find it impossible to give a definite answer''; any missing responses were coded as ''3'' unless the respondent had missed more than four items. Two students with a disclosed hearing loss and one student with an undisclosed hearing loss did not provide usable data. Table 8 shows the mean scores obtained by the remaining 498 students. A multivariate analysis of variance found that the groups . Pairwise tests showed that the students with no reported disability obtained higher scores on Appropriate Workload than the students with a disclosed hearing loss and the students with an undisclosed hearing loss, but that the two latter groups were not significantly different from each other.
To control for the effects of background variables, a further multivariate analysis of variance was once again carried out that included the independent variable of faculty and the covariates of age, gender and previous education. The overall difference among the groups in their scores on the CEQ was still not statistically significant, F(14, 940) 5 1.36, p . .10. However, a univariate analysis of variance showed that the three groups were still significantly different from one another in their scores on Appropriate Workload, F(2, 476) 5 4.76, p , .01. This shows that the difference was not due to the effects of confounded background variables. Once again, the students with no reported disability obtained higher scores on Appropriate Workload than the students with a disclosed hearing loss and the students with an undisclosed hearing loss, but the two latter groups were not significantly different from each other.
One student in this survey who had an undisclosed hearing loss reported that he was severely impaired in both ears, and he could therefore be characterized as ''deaf.'' His scores on the CEQ scales were as follows: Appropriate Assessment, 4.17; Appropriate Workload, 3.80; Clear Goals and Standards, 4.00; Generic Skills, 3.14; Good Materials, 4.33; Good Tutoring, 3.50; and Student Choice, 2.00. Once again, there is nothing that is obviously unusual about this pattern of scores, and so an undisclosed deafness need not yield major alterations in a student's perceptions of academic quality. Indeed, with the exception of Student Choice, this student's ratings of his course are somewhat more positive than those of other Open University students.
Academic Engagement
The students in our second survey were also asked to respond to 36 items from the Academic Engagement Form (AEF) developed by Foster, Long, and Snell (1999) to measure how much students actively engaged in learning activities. Using a scale from 6 (''always'') to 1 (''never''), the respondents indicated how often each item had been true for them in their experience of studying with the Open University. A factor analysis of their responses generated the scale structure shown in Table 9 (see Richardson et al., 2004) .
In this survey, there was no obvious way of recoding missing responses, and any students with missing data had to be discarded; more specifically, 12 students with no reported disability, 28 students with a disclosed hearing loss, and 5 students with an undisclosed hearing loss did not provide usable data. Table 10 shows the mean scores obtained by the remaining 456 students. A multivariate analysis of variance showed that the three groups were significantly different from one another, F(24, 884) 5 1.85, p , .01. Univariate analyses of variance showed that their scores were significantly different only on Communication, F(2, 453) 5 8.76, p , .001. Pairwise tests showed that the students with a disclosed hearing loss obtained lower scores on Communication than the students with no reported disability and the students with an undisclosed hearing loss, but that the two latter groups were not significantly different from each other.
To control for the effects of background variables, a further multivariate analysis of variance was once again carried out that included the independent variable of faculty and the covariates of age, gender, and previous education. The overall difference among the groups in their scores on the AEF was still significant, F(24, 846) 5 1.55, p , .05, and a univariate analysis of variance showed that the three groups were still significantly different from one another in their scores on Communication, F(2, 434)55.77, p , .005. This shows that the difference in their scores was not due to the effects of confounded background variables. Once again, the students with a disclosed hearing loss obtained significantly lower scores on Communication than the students with no reported disability and the students with an undisclosed hearing loss, but the two latter groups were not significantly different from each other. The scores on the AEF scales obtained by the student with an undisclosed deafness were as follows:
Affiliation with Peers, 4.75; Institutional Affiliation, 6.00; Learning from Other Students, 3.50; Participation in Tutorials, 4.00; Learning from Materials, 5.00; Motivation to Learn, 6.00; Self-confidence, 4.50; Student Autonomy, 4.67; Communication, 2.00; Relations with Tutors, 4.50; Student Control, 5.25; and Tutor Pace, 4.33. Once again, apart from his low score on Communication, there is nothing that is obviously unusual about this pattern of scores, and so an undisclosed deafness need not yield major alterations in academic engagement.
Conclusions
One important idea to have emerged from this study is the suggestion that there are over 42,000 students enrolled in higher education in the United Kingdom who have a hearing loss that they have not disclosed to their institutions. This is unlikely to be a robust estimate, since it is based upon students enrolled in courses with the Open University, who tend to differ from students at other institutions in age, entrance qualifications, and perhaps other characteristics, too. However, in the absence of any other evidence, this is the best estimate that we have. It is also consistent with results implying that only 8% of students with a hearing loss in postsecondary education in the USA have identified themselves to their institutions as being deaf or hard of hearing (Lewis & Farris, 1994 , 1999 . One can be more confident about the idea that around 9,000 students at the Open University itself have a hearing loss that they have not disclosed to that institution. In two surveys of Open University students, students with an undisclosed hearing loss tended to be older than students with no reported disability. This is not particularly surprising, since the prevalence of hearing loss increases with age. In one of the surveys, men were more likely than women to have an undisclosed hearing loss; however, no such trend was apparent in the other survey. In common with students with a disclosed hearing loss, students with an undisclosed hearing loss tended to have had poorer qualifications on joining the Open University than students with no reported disability. This may explain why they held fewer credit points, because students with lower entry qualifications tend to be awarded fewer credit points in recognition of prior study, to take fewer courses in each year, and to fare less well on individual courses. In the second survey, which used different sampling criteria, there were no differences either in the students' previous qualifications or in the number of credit points they had attained.
Our first survey obtained data on approaches to studying using the ASI. The results are ambiguous, in that the students with an undisclosed hearing loss obtained mean scores that were not significantly different either from those obtained by the students with no reported disability or from those obtained by the students with a disclosed hearing loss, although the latter groups differed significantly from each other on two of the eight subscales. Given that the students with an undisclosed hearing loss obtained mean scores on these scales that were intermediate between those obtained by the two other groups, and given that the students with an undisclosed hearing loss typically reported a less pronounced hearing loss than those with a disclosed hearing loss, the results suggest that a hearing loss has a ''dose-dependent'' effect on approaches to studying: The scores obtained on the Deep Approach scale and the Improvidence scale were related, not simply to the presence of a hearing loss, but rather to the level of the hearing loss.
The outcome was unambiguous in our second survey, which obtained data on students' experiences of distance education using the CEQ and the AEF. In their responses to the CEQ , students with a disclosed hearing loss and students with an undisclosed hearing loss were alike in reporting a less appropriate workload than that reported by students with no reported disability, although the scores obtained by the three groups of students on the other six scales of the CEQ were remarkably similar. In this case, the effect of a hearing loss was not ''dose-dependent'': The scores obtained on the Appropriate Workload scale were related to the presence of a hearing loss rather than to the level of the hearing loss. But why should students with a hearing loss (whether disclosed or undisclosed) have rated their academic workload, in particular, as less appropriate?
A study by Richardson and Woodley (2001a) presented qualitative findings from students taking courses with the Open University that shed light on this matter. First, some students with a hearing loss had received transcripts of broadcast television or radio programs, and they reported on the extra burden of having to read the transcripts in advance of viewing television programs (the majority of which were uncaptioned). Of course, to obtain these transcripts, they would have had to identify themselves to the University as having a hearing loss. Second, the students with a hearing loss reported on their difficulties in following the broadcast programs themselves as well as following discussions at tutorials and residential schools. This consideration might go some way to explaining the extra workload experienced by students with an undisclosed hearing loss.
Nevertheless, the findings with regard to academic engagement paint a rather different picture. In their responses to the AEF, the students with a disclosed hearing loss obtained lower scores than the students with no reported disability on a scale that was concerned with effective communication with other students. In our original analysis of these data (see Richardson et al., 2004) , this effect tended to be more pronounced in students who were deaf than in students who were hard of hearing. Given that the students with an undisclosed hearing loss usually reported only a slight degree of hearing loss in both ears, it is perhaps not surprising that they showed no difference at all from the students with no reported disability on this scale (or indeed any other). However, this narrows down the range of factors that might be responsible for the perception of an increased academic workload in students with an undisclosed hearing loss, because it rules out the idea that difficulties arise in informal situations such as tutorials or residential schools.
Why should these students have not disclosed their hearing loss to their institution? The vast majority of the students with an undisclosed hearing loss revealed by our surveys would be described as people who were ''hard of hearing'' rather than ''deaf,'' in that they reported a slight, mild, or moderate loss of hearing affecting one or both ears. One possibility is that they simply did not consider that they needed any additional support in their studies and perhaps would not describe themselves as being ''disabled'' at all. Indeed, in the United Kingdom, candidates who seek admission to full-time undergraduate programs are instructed to declare on their application forms that they have no disability if they do have a disability but have no needs for additional support that arise from that disability (Universities and Colleges Admissions Service, 2001).
In fact, it is likely that these students would not qualify as ''disabled'' under the terms of the DDA. This defines a person as having a disability if ''he has a physical or mental impairment which has a substantial and long-term adverse effect on his ability to carry out normal day-to-day activities'' (Disability Discrimination Act, 1995, Part I, Section 1). Not only should the effect be adverse and long-term, but it must also be nontrivial. In defending cases brought under the DDA with regard to employment, it has been common for employers to challenge whether applicants meet this strict criterion of disability (Gooding, 2000) . Students who were hard of hearing might well fail to meet this criterion, particularly if their slight, mild, or moderate hearing loss could be shown to be ameliorated through the use of hearing aids.
In the United States, a similar definition was adopted in the ADA: ''a physical or mental impairment that substantially limits one of more of the major life activities'' (42 USC §12102). The Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) advised that the point of comparison was the ability of the average person (29 CFR §1630.2(h)(j)). Thus, functioning at a moderately below-average level would not count as being disabled. It is often thought that a person would have to be substantially impaired despite reasonable attempts at compensation (e.g., Gordon & Keiser, 1998) . In fact, however, the EEOC advised that disability was to be evaluated ''without regard to mitigating measures such as . . . assistive or prosthetic devices'' (29 CFR §1630.2(h)), and this assumption has been accepted in many court decisions (Frierson, 1998) .
Nevertheless, there are exceptions to this pattern. Two of the students in the present study reported that they were severely or profoundly impaired in both ears; they could be characterized as ''deaf'' and would probably count as being ''disabled'' under the DDA in the United Kingdom or the ADA in the United States. One reason why these students might not disclose their hearing loss to their institution is that they regard themselves as members of a distinct social and cultural group and not as ''disabled'' (Padden & Humphries, 1988) . Such students may well exist, but this characterization does not fit the relevant students in the present study. An essential criterion of membership of the Deaf community is the use of a sign language, and yet the two students in this study reported that they made no use of a sign language as a means of communication.
Another possibility is that students might not disclose a disability, lest doing so prejudice their admission or lead to discrimination and social stigmatization (Tinklin & Hall, 1999) . Harrison (1988, p. 3) suggested that there was a dilemma for some disabled students in deciding that the advantages of their ''coming out'' in terms of access to services and support outweighed the possible disadvantages of labeling or social discrimination. Apart from the social consequences, students who have disabilities are often sensitive to the financial constraints upon their institutions; as Brock (1991) pointed out: ''Students are aware of the political and economic dimensions of their disability in relation to higher education and actively change their behavior in order not to be seen as costing the institution more money than is necessary' ' (p. 173 ).
Yet another possibility is that students might not disclose a disability because they want to be treated like any other students, without special adjustments or accommodations. To express this using a familiar metaphor, some students with disabilities are less interested in competing on some supposedly ''level playing-field'' than in competing on the ''playingfield'' that already exists. Anecdotal reports from our colleagues and in the literature indicate that such students do exist (see, e.g., Jarrow, 1997, p. 20) . Even so, this has not previously been acknowledged as a possible reason that some students in higher education might choose not to disclose a hearing loss.
To sum up, a significant proportion of students who are enrolled at institutions of higher education in the United Kingdom have an undisclosed hearing loss. This proportion could be as high as 3.5% of all students, but it will be higher at institutions such as the Open University that have open admissions policies and larger numbers of older students. The level of hearing loss in these students is often relatively slight, and it does not appear to disrupt their ability to engage in effective communication with other students. These students judge their academic workload to be less appropriate than do students with no hearing loss. We surmise that they have to work ''harder'' because they have to concentrate during face-to-face tutorials or ''longer'' because they have to replay video and audio materials to extract their message. Despite our attempts to control for the effects of extraneous variables, it is also possible that the increase in perceived workload is due to variations in age or the choice of particular courses. Its impact on students' approaches to studying seems to be fairly slight, from which one might speculate that it is not likely to have any marked effect upon their academic attainment (cf. Richardson, 2001a Richardson, , 2001b .
This picture may well change in the future as increasing numbers of people with cochlear implants enter higher education. Moreover, none of our findings rules out the possibility that there are students with a more severe hearing loss who feel so stigmatized that they are unwilling to reveal their hearing loss even in responding to an anonymous postal questionnaire. It is hard to see how one might begin to carry out systematic research to understand (and ideally to alleviate) their predicament. Such students would presumably continue to conceal their hearing loss or would just decline to participate in any institutional research at all. Even so, anecdotal reports, both from our colleagues and in the literature, indicate that such students certainly do exist. The patterns of responses produced by the students with an undisclosed deafness who were identified in our samples were not markedly different from those produced by their peers with a disclosed hearing loss. In principle, however, the impact of a severe but undisclosed hearing loss on a student's experience of higher education may be more profound than we have indicated here.
